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December 20, 2006
File No. 2198.09 (BKw)

leri Zene Scott, Compliance Project Manager
Planning Division
Califomia Energy Commission
1 5 16 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 958 14-55 l5

Re: Comments on the Request for Agency Participation in the Review of the Russell City
Energy Company, LLC, Amendment Petition (01-AFC-7C)
SCH No.: 2005092093

Dear Ms Scott:

Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) staff have reviewed the Request for Agency

o ;aTl'#:Lxx':"*"L?ff:1;:"*i:T:l;;yJ#iL",H'#",'*?Amendment 
Petition (01-AFC- 

O
Comment 1.
Post Construction Stormwater Management.
Neither the original AFC nor the Amended AFC address compliance with the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for stormwater discharges from new development or
significant redevelopment. The documents neglect the requirement to treat stormwater runoff from the
developed project, in conformance with the February 2003, Alameda County Clean Water Program,
NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit (Order R2,2003-0021; NPDES Permit No. CAS0029831).
Under the NPDES permit, post-construction stormwater best management practices (BMPs) are
required to provide treatment that meets the maximum extent practicable (MEP) treatment standard in
the Clean Water Act (CWA). To meet the MEP standard, featment BMPs are to be constructed that
incorporate, at a minimum, the following hydraulic sizing desigrr criteria to treat stonnwater runoff.
As appropriate for each criterion, local rainfall data are to be used or approprrately analyzed for the
design of BMPs.

Volume Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primary mode of action depends on
volume capacity, such as detention/retention units or infiltration structures, sha11 be designed to treat
stormwater runoff equal to:

1 . the maximized stormwater quality capture volume for the area, based on historical rainfall
records, determined using the formula and volume capture coefficients set forth in Urban
Runolf Quality Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/ ASCE Manual of Practice
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Ms. Scott Russell City Energy Company, LLC

No. 87, (1998), pages 175- 178 (e.g., approximately the 85m percentile 24-hour storm
runoff event) : or

2. the volume of annual runoff required to achieve B0 percent or more capture, determined in
accordance with the methodology set forth in Appendix D of the Califomia Stormwater
Best Management Practices Hawlbook, (1993), using local rainfall data.

Flow Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primary mode of action depends on flow
capacily, such as swales, sand frlters, or wetlands, shall be sized to treat:

I. llvo ofthe 50-year peak flow rate;

2. or the flow of runoff produced by a rain event equal to at least two times the 85th percentile
hourly rainfall intensity for the applicable area, babed on historical records ofhourly
rainfall depths; or

3. the flow of runoffresulting from a rain event equal to at least 0.2 inches per hour intensity.

Water Board staff strongly encourage the use of landscape-based stormwater treatment measures, such
as biofilters and vegetated swales, to manage runoff from project sites. Since landscape-based
stormwater treatment measures require that some of the site surface area be set aside for thelr
construction, the proper sizing and placement ofthese features should be evaluated early in the design
process to facilitate incorporation of the featues into the site landscaping. Water Board staff
discourage the use of inlet filter devices for stormwater management. Filtration systems require a
maintenance program that is adequate to maintain the functional integrity of the systems and to ensure
that improperly maintained filtration devices do not themselves become sources of stormwater
contaminants or fail to function. Water Board staff have observed problems with the use of inlet filter
inserts, since these devices require high levels of maintenance and are easily clogged by leaves or
other commonly occurring debris, rendering them ineffective. Research conducted by the California
Department ofTransportation has demonstrated that inlet filters can be clogged by a single storm
event. The study found that these devices required maintenance before and after storm events as small
as 0.1 inch ofrain.' In addition, trash, debris, and sediment in the catchment had a significant impact
on the frequency of maintenance. Therefore, adequate maintenance of inlet filters to provide MEP
watef quality treatment would be prohibitively expensive and impractically time consuming.

Water Board staff recommend that the project proponents refer to Start at the Source, a deslgn
guidance manual for storm water quality protection, for a fuller discussion of the selection of
stormwater management practices. This manual provides innovative procedures for designing

r Othmer, Friedman, Borroum and Currier, November ?001, Pey'brznnce Evaluation of Structural BMPS; Druin hllet lnserts (Fossil
FilterN dnd Streamcuar.lfu) and Oil/tYater Separator, Sacmmento, Caltrans.
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Ms. Scott 1 RussellCity Energy Company, LL( o
structures, paf,king lots, drainage systems, and landscaping to mitigate the impacts of stormwater
runoff on receiving waters. This manual may be obtained from the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program's website (www.scvurppp.org) or by e-mailing a request to the e-mail
address in the last paragraph of this letter. Additional innovative techniques for incorporating
structural stormwater best management practices (BMPs) into urban design, such as infiltration planter
boxes, can be found in Portland, Oregon's 2002 Stormwater Management Manual, which can be
obtained at www.cleanrivers-pdx. org/tech_resources/2002_swmm,htm.

Ifyou have questions, please contact me at (510) 622- 5680 or by email at
bwines@waterboards.ca. gov.

Sincerely,
[Original Signed by Brian Wines 12120/20061

Brian Wines
Water Resources Control Engineer
South/East Bay Section

State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Preseming, enhancing, and restoring the San Francisco Bay Area's waters for over 50 years
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Brian Wines - Re: Fwd: Russel City Energy LLC (01-AFC-7C) Page 1

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Richard Latteri" <Rlatteri@energy.slate.ca.us>
<BWines@waterboards.ca.gov>
Fri .  Dec29.2006 1:02 PM
Re: Fwd: Russel City Energy LLC (01-AFC-7C)

Brian,
l'm the person assessing the water and soil impacts ofthe Russell City Energy, LLC, Amendment
Petition. Thank you for your comments; Ms. Jeri Scott, the RCEC Compliance Project Manager,
foMarded your comment letter to me.

During my review of the amendment, I too noticed that there was no reference to the City of Haylvard's
MS4 permit (Order No. R2-2003-0021). I have requested additional information from Russell City
Energy, LLC, on their plans to comply with City's municipal permit as this will be a requirement, along with
their Construction/lndustrial SWPPPs, in their amended license from the CEC.

I have suggested to Ms. Scott that an inter-agency meeting with Russell City Energy, LLC, be held in the
City of Hayward to address all regional board and DHS requirements for the new plant, To this end, can
you please provide me with the names and e-mail addresses of those individuals within the SFBRWQCB
responsible for:
Reclamation requirements pursuant to SWC Section 13524 - Russell City Energy, LLC, proposes to use
up to 3,600 AFY of tertiary treated recycled water for evaporative cooling. Cleanup and redevelopment of
brownfield sites * Russell City Energy, LLC, proposes to construct the RCEC on a new site which is and
has been used for commercial and industrial purposes. The board's policy and enforcement of SWC
Section 100 for the reasonable use of high quality surface waters for power plant cooling " Russell City
Energy, LLC, proposes to use potable water as the plant's backup cooling source. I would ljke to contact
lhose individuals regarding the boards requirements and/or iurisdiction for the above mentioned pollcies,
and their availability to meet with the City of Hayward, Russell City Energy, LLC, DHS, and the CEC so
that all state and local environmental requirements can be identified and addressed.

Please provide me lhe name and e-mail addresses at your earliest convenience. Thanks again for your
comments; I look foMard to your response.

Richard Lafteri
Water & Soil Resources Unit
California Energy Commission
916.651.8859
rlatteri@energy.state.ca.us

>>> Jeri Scott 9:42:12 AM 121211Q6 >>>

Richard,

Ithought you may like to review these comments now so I am forwarding this e-mail to you. When I
receive the signed document I will make sure you get a docketed copy of it for your file.

Jeri

>>> "Brian Wines" <BWines@waterboards.ca.gov> 12120106 5:36 PM >>>

Hi Jeri
I've attached an efile of my comment letter. Could you send me your fax number so I can fax the signed
version over?



Brian Wines - Re: Fwd: Russel City Energy LLC (01-AFC-7C)

Thanks
Brian Wines
Water Resources Control Engineer
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

CC: "Jer iScoft"<Jscott@energy.state.ca.us>,"PaulRichins"
<Prichins@energy.state.ca.us>, "Roger Johnson" <Riohnson@energy.state.ca.us>

Page 2



FIGURE 3,10-1
FEMA FLOOD ZONES

RCEC AMENDMENT #1
HAYWARD, CALIFORNIA

CHzMHILL
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PUBLIC HEALTH Figure 6
Cumulative cancer risk isopleths*

rl(,r

* Not6 that the cancer risk isooleths shown are the risk value "in a million."
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PUBLIC HEALTH Figure 7
Gumulative chronic hazard isopleths
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PUBLIC HEALTH Figure 8
Cumulative acute hazard isopleths

Russell City Energy Center
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Appendix E

ST]MMARY OF AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS FOR
THE RUSSELL CITY ENERGY CENTER

September 24, 2001

BACKGROUND

Calpine Corporation and Bechtel Enterprises Holdings, Inc. has submitred a permit application (# 2896)
for a proposed 600 MW combined cycle power plant, the Russell City Energr Center (RCEC). The
frcility is to consist of wo nalural gas-fited turbines witr supplementary ft€d hear necovery s@m
generatorg one st€am hnbine and supplemental bumers (dwt bumers), a 10-cell cooling tower, a natural
gas fueled emergency generator dd a di€sel fire p.rnp engine. The proposed project will result in an
increase in air pollutant ernissions ofNOz, CO, PMl6 and So2 tiggoring regulalory rcquhments for an
ah quality im@ analysis

AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS REQTJIREMENTS

Requirements for air quality impact analysis are given in the District's New Souce Review (NSR) Rule:
Regulation 2, Rule 2.

The oiteria pollutant annual worst case emission incrcases for the Pmjec't are listed in Table I, along witt
trc conesponding significant ernission rdes for air quality impact analysis.

TABLE E-l
Comparison ofproposed projecfs annual woNt case emissions

Tabh I irdicates tlrat the proposed project €rnissions exceed Dstrict sigificant ernission levels for
nitogen oxides (NO") carbon monoxide (CO), and rcspirable particulate matter (PM1s). The source is
classified as a major stationary sornce as defined rmder the Federal Clean Air Act TherEfor€, fte air
quality impact mu$ be inves-tigaled for all pollutants ernired in quandties hger ftan dte EPA PSD
significant anission res (slrown in the last mlurnn in Table I). Table I shows that the NOz, CO and
PMy6 ambient impacts fiom the project must be modeled. The detailed requirernents for an air quality

PDOC
Rucsell City Encr$/ Cener

to emission rates for air

Polh&rt hoposed Project's
Emissions (tons&ear)

Sigiftant Emirsiur
Rate (tonVyear)

(Reg-2-2-304 to 2-2-306)

EPA PSD Significant Emission
Rates for major stationary sources

(tonVyear)

NOz 134.6 100 40
CO 610.2 100 100

PMrn 86.3 100 l5
Soz 12.4 100 40

1ll1s/2001 E - I



Appcndir E

impact analysis for these pollutants are given in Sections 304, 305 and 306 of the Disticfs NSR Rule
and 40 CFR 51.166 ofthe Code ofFederal Reeulations.

The Dsticfs NSR Rule also contains rcquircments for oertain additional impact analyses associafrEd widl
air pollubnt ernissiors. An applicflt for a permit drd requires ar air quality impact analysis mu$ also,
according to Soction 417 ofthe NSR Rule, provide an analysis ofthe impact ofthe source and sour€e-
rclated gro*dr on visibility, soils ard vegetaion.

AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALY$S SUMMARY

The requircd conEnb ofan air quality impact analysis are specified in Section 414 of Regulation 2 Rule
2. According to zubsection 414.1, if the maximurn ai. quultty impacts of a new or modified srtionary
source do not exceed significance levels for air quality impac$, as defined in Section 2-2-233, no fi.nther
analysis is rcquired. (Consisat wifi EPA regulations, it is assumed fra ernission increases will not
interfere with the einment or maintenance of AAQS, or cause an exceedance of a PSD incrernent if the
rcsfting madmum air qualrty impacs are less than specified sigificance levels). If &p maximum impact
for a particulu pollutant is pedicted to exceed the significance impac't level a full im@ analysis is
required involving e$irndicn of backgromd pollutant concentztions an4 ifapplicable a PSD irrrernent
consrmption analysis. EPA also requires a Class I incrcrnent analysis of any PSD sourcr which
increases NO2 or PMys conc€ntrdions by 1 i g/# or more (24-hour average) in a Class I area.

Ab Quality Modeling Methodologr

Maximun anbient corrcentr*ions of NO2, CO and PM16 were e$imated for various plume dispenion
sc€narios using e$ablished modeling procedures. The plume dispersion scenarios addressed inolude
simple tcrain impacts (for receptors located below $ack height), mmplex terrain impacts (for recepton
located at or above slack height), impacts due to building downwas[ impacts due to inversion breakup
fi:rnig*ioa and impacs due to $roreline firnigatirn.

Emissions from tlre tnbines and bunrers will be exhausted firom two 145 foot exhaust stacks, fte
ernerg€ncy gen€rator will be o(hausted from a 10 foot staclg and fte fire pump will be er*hausted fiom a
30 foot exhaust stack Emissions fi,om a l0<ell cooling tower will be released d a height of 64 feet.
Table II contains the emission ral€s used in each of *re modeling sc€narios: turbine commissioning
tutbine $rhry, maximurn l-frour, maximum &holn, marimum 2,{-hour, and ma<imurn annual average.
Commissioning is fte original siltrp of &e tubines and only occun dtring the initial operdion of dre
equignent affer installation. Startrp conditions were modeled witr one f,lbine in startup mode, while the
odrer hnbine was in normal operation.

The EPA models SCREEN3 and ISCST3 were used in the air quality impacts analysis. A land use
analysis *rowed thd the nral dispersion coefficients were requircd for the analysis. The models were
nrn using five years of meteorological data (1990 firough 194) collected approximately 6.6 hn
sor.ffreast of the poject at the BAAQMD's Union City meteorological monitoring $ation. Because the
exhau$ stacks ae less than Good Engineering Practice (GEP) stack height ambi€nt impacts ftie to
building downwash were evaluated Using 1990-1994 San lcandro ozone monitoring datq ffre Ozone

PDOC
Russell City Energy Center
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Appedir E

Limiting Method was employed to convert one-hour Nq impacts into one-hour NOz impacs. (The San
Leandro monitoring station is located 8.8 km nordr of tlrc Fojeot) The Ambient F.atio Methodologr
(with a defrult NOr/NO, ratio of 0.75) was used for detrrmining the annual-avem€pd NO:
concentrations. Because mmplex terrain was locat€d nearby, complex terrain impacts were mnsidered.
Inversion hehp firnigdion and shoreline firmigation were evatmfed rsing the SCREEN3 model.

TABLE E-2
A €tnissftr rat€s used in

Pollubnt
Source

Ma>c
(1-hour)

Commissioningl
(l-hour)

Start-up2
(l-hour)

MaJL

(8-hour)
Max

(24-hour)
MaL

Annual
Average

NO:
Turbiney'Duct Bunrer I
Turbine/Duct Bunrer 2
Emergenry Generator

Ffue hrnp
Each Cooline Tower Cell (10 total)

1.591
1 .591

0.491

48.732 1.591
10.08

t.927
1.927
0.00s1
0.00168

CO
Turbine/Ducrt Buner I
Tubine/Duct Buner 2
Emergency Gener&r

Fire Pr.nnp
Each Cooling Tower C€ll (10 total)

2.356
2.356
0.380

I  1 .9 2.356
113.65

41.07t
41.07,
0.0370

PMro
Turbine/Duct Bumer I
Turbine/Duct Brrner 2
Emergency Generator

Ffte Pump
Each C.oolins Tower Cell (10 total))

1.134
1 .134

0.000669
0.00863

1.20
1.20

0.0000018
0.000055
0.00863

is the origLnl statp ofa turtine and only occus during the initial operaion ofttre oluipmort affer installatitl Bothstam.rp only during op€rdion of fte quiprnenr
tubiDes will not be cornmis$ioned at lhe sflrc time. 'Start+p is tre teginning ofany of the zubseqrnrt duty cycles to tring one tnbine
fiom idle statls rp to power goduaion. fuadrman 8 hom CO ernissiqrs inclde st{t-r.p pqiod emissbns

Air Quality Modeling Results

The maximum piedict€d ambient impacb of tre various modeling prooedur€s describd above are
summarized in Table III for flr averaging periods for which AAQS ard PSD increments have been sel
Shown in Figure I are trc locations of tlrc maximum modeled impacts.

Also shown in Table III are drc oorcspctrding significalt ambient im@ lwels li$ed in Section 233 of
trc Disticfs NSR Rule. In accordance witr Regulation 2-2414 further analysis is required only for drc

PDOC
Russell City Energy Center
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Appcedix E

those polluhnts for which the nodeled inrpact is above the significant air qualrty impact level Table Itr
strows thu tre only im@ rrquiring fitther analysis is ffre l-hour NO2 modeled impacr

TABLE E-3
Maximum predicted ambient impacts of proposed projeot (pglr#)

Backgmuad Ait Qaalitl Levek

Regulation 2-2-l1l entitled 'Exemptioq PSD Monitoring' exernpts an applicant from dre rcquiremert
of monitoring backgound concentations in fte impact area (section 414.3) provided the impacts fiom
the proposed project are less than specified levels. Table lV lists the applicable exemption slandard and
the maximurn impad Aom fte froeosed ftcility. As shown, dre modeled NO2 impact is well below the
preconstuction mmitoring ftreshold.

TABLEE4
PSD monitoring exernpion level and maximurn impact

from the oronosed Droiect for

The Dstrict-operated Frernont{h4el Way Monitoring Station, located 18.3 lcn southea$ of the
project, was chosen as representative of background NO7 concentrations Table V contains dre
inrioenfdions measured at'fte site for the past 5 iears (196-throueh 2000).

PDOC
Russell Crty Eners/ Ce €r

arc in bold

Polftfrant Averaging
T'nrp

Commissiming
N{arimum

ImDact
Start-up

(one hour)

Inversion
Break-up
Fumigati:n

Impact

Shorcline
Fumigation

knpact

ISCST3
Modeled
Impact

Significant
Air Quality

Impact kvel

NOz 1-hour
armual

120.7 75.0 13.2 34.6 216
0.3(

t9
1.0

CO l-hour
&hour

69.8 890 15.3
7.8

39.9
20.1

l23l
254

2000
500

PMro 24-hour
annual

1 .6 .+-r 4.1
o.2t I

annual 14 0.36

1t ̂512001 E 4
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FIGIIRE 1. tncafion of project ma:dmum im@ts.

PDOC
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UTM coordinates (meters)
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Table Vl below contains the comparison ofthe ambient standards wift the poposed project impacts
added to ttrc maximum background concentrdions. The Califomia ambient NO2 slandard is not
exceeded from the proposed project.

Califomia and national ambient air sandaxd and
ambient air fiom the

CI.ASS I PSD INCREMENT ANALYSN

EPA requfu€s an inq€rnent analysis ofany PSD source wilhin 100 km ofa Class I arta which increases
NO2 or PMls conc€ntmtions by I pglnp or more (2zl-hour average) inside the Class I area Point
Reyes National Seashore is locaed roughly 62 hn nor0rwest ofthe project, and is the only Class I area
widrin 100 km oftre hcility. Shown in Table VII are dre resulb from an impact dralysis using bodt
Calpuffand ISCST3. The table shows that the maximum 2rl-hour NOz and PMl6 impacts wi6in dre
Point Reyes National Seaslrore are well below fire I pglrP significanoe level (see Table Wt)

VISIBILITY, SOILS ATID VEGETATION IMPACT ANALYSN

Visibi@ impacts were assessed using bo0r EPA's VISCREEN visibility seening model and the Calpuf
model. Both analyses strow tlrat tre propcaed poject will not cause any impairment of visibility ar Point
Reyes National Seashore, the close* Class I area

The project maximurn one-hour average NOz. including backgoun4 is 42? pglnf . This concentration is
below the Califomia one-hour averagB NOz standard of 470 pgrf . Crop damage fiom NQ requir€s
elrposru€ to conoentrations higber dran 470 pg/nfl for periods longer than one hour.

Maximum project NO?, CO, SO2 and PMro concenffiions would be less than all of tlre applicable
national primary and s€condary arnbient air quality standardg which are designed to protect the pblic

PDOC
Russel City Energy Center

TABLEE-6

Maximun cunbined
im@phnmarimun

TABLE E-7
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Appcndix E

welfrre fonn any known or anticipated efeots, including plant danage. fierefore, the frcility's impact on
soils ard vege&tion would be insignificanr

CONCLUSIONS

The resutts ofthe air qualrty impact analysis inditzte that tlre proposed project would not interferc with
the attainment or maintenance of applioable AAQS for NOr, CO and PMro. The analysis was based on
EPA approved models and calculation procedures and was performed in accordance witr Section 414
of fte Districfs NSR Rule.

PIX]C
RussEll City Ener$/ Center
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SUMMARY OF AIRQUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS FOR
THE RUSSELL CITY ENERGY CENTER

February 7, 2007
BACKGROUND

Russell City Energy Centet LLC has submitted a pennit application (# 15487) for a proposed
600 MW combined rycle power plant, the Russell City Energy Center (RCEC). The facility is to
consist of two natural gas'fired turbines with supplem€ntzry fired hoat recovery steam
generators, one steam turbine and supplemental burners (duct bumers), a 9-cell cooling tower,
and a diesel fre pump engine. The proposed pmject will result in an incrtase in air pollutant
emissions of NOz, CO, PMls and SOz triggering rogulatory requirements for an air quality
impact analysis.

AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIREMENTS

Requirements for air quatity impact analysis are given in the District's New Source Review
(NSR) Rule: Regulation 2, Rule 2.

The criteria pollutant annual worst case emission increases for the Project are listed ia Table I,
along with the corresponding signifrcant emission rates for air quality impact analysis.

Table I indicates that the proposed project emissions exceed District signifrcant emission levels
for nitrogen oxides (NO*), carbon monoxide (CO), and respirable particulate matter (PMlg). The
source is classified as a major stationary source as defined under the Federal Clean Air Act-
Therefore, the air quality impact must be investigated for a1l pollutants ernitted in quantities
larger than the EPA PSD significant emission rates (shown in the last column in Table l). Table
I shows that the NO2, CO and PMro ambient impacts from the project must be modeled. The
detailed requirements for an air quality impact analysis for these pollutants are given in Sections

TABLD 1
Comparison of proposed projectts annual lyorst case emissions

to significant emission rates for air quality impact analysis

Pollutant Proposed Project's
Emissions (tons/year)

Significant Emission
Rate (tonyyear)

(Ree-2-2-304 to 2-2-306\

EPA PSD Significant Emission
Rates for major stationary

sources (tons/yeax)
NO. I JZ+. D 100 40
CO 584.2 100 100

PMt n 86.8 100 t f

Soz t2.2 100 40

o7/to/o1
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3M, 305 and 306 of the District's NSR Rule and z$ CFR 51.166 of the Code of Federal
Regulations.

The District's NSR Rule also contains requirements for certain additional impact analyses
associated with air pollutant emissions. An applicant for a permit that requires an air quality
impact analysis must also, according to Section 417 of ttre NSR Rule, provide an analysis ofthe
impact of the source and source-related growth on visibility, soils and vegetation.

AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSN SUMMARY

The required contents of an air quality irnpact analysis are specihed in Section 4 I 4 of Regulation
2 Rule 2. According to subsettion 414.1, if the maximum air quality impaots of a new or
modified stationary source do not exceed significance levels for air quality impacts, as defined in
Section 2-2-233, no further analysis is required. (Consistent with EPA regulations, it is assumed
that emission increases will not interfere with the attainnent or maintenance of AAQS, or cause
an excdance of a PSD increment if the resulting maximum air quality impacts af,e less than
specifred sipifrcance levels). If the maximum impact for a particular pollutant is predicted to
exceed the sipificance impact level, a full impact analysis is required involving estimation of
background pollutant concentrations and, if applicable, a PSD increment consurnption analysis
EPA also requires a Class-I increment analysis of any PSD source which increases NOz or PMro
concentrations by 1 l-Jg/m' or more (24-hour average) in a Class I area.

Air Q'uality Modeling Methodologr

Maximum ambient concentrations of NOz, CO and PMro were estimated for various plurne
dispersion scenarios using established modeling procedures. The plume dispersion scenarios
addressed include simple terrain impacts (for receptors located below stack height), complex
terrain impacts (for receptors located at or above stack height), irnpacts due to building
downwas\ impacts due to inversion breakrp firmigatioq and impacts due to shoreline
fi.rmigation.

Emissions frorn the turbines and bumers will be sxhausted from two 145 foot exhaust stacks and
the fire pump will be exhausted from a 15 foot exhaust stack. Emissions ftom a 9-cell cooling
tower will be released at a height of 60 feet. Tabic II contains the emission rates used in cach of
the modeling scenarios: turbine commissioning tubin€ startup, rxDdmum l-hour. maximum 8-
hnr:r. rnar !n:um l4-h*irr. aiirl max imum a*nual avcragc- Cornmissioning is the original stamtp
of the turtrilrs aad only crcurs dwing the initiai op€ration of the equipment after installation.
Starurp conditians *'ere mo<leled with onc turl;ine in startup mode, while the other tr,rbine was in
normal operation.

The EPA models SCREEN3 and ISCST3 were used in the air quality impacts analysis. A land
use analysis showed that the rural dispersion coefficients were required for the analysis. The
models were nm usitrg five years of meteorological data (1990 tlrough 1994) collected
approximately 6.6 km soufteast of the project at the BAAQMD's Union City fl€t€o,roiogical
riior.itaring staiion. Because tlre exhaust stacks are less than Good Engineering Practice (GEP)
stack height. aiiihient impacis iliie to hirildirg down'wash were evaluated. Using 199&1994 San
i  .nn,i ' ..r rlz1,rnd nr,: l:t:r! i,g daia, tht Ozi' i ic Limiii i ig I ' lethod was employed 10 convert one-hour
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NO* impacts into one-hour NO2 impacts. (The San Leandro monitoring station is located 8.8 lsn
north of the project) The Ambient Ratio MetbodoloSy (with a default NOr/NO' ratio of 0.75)
was used for determining the annual-averaged NOz concentrations. Because complex terrain was
located nearby, complex terrain impacis were considered. Inversion brcakup fumigation and
shoreline firmigation were evaluated using the SCREEN3 model.

installation. Both b$bines will not be commissioned at ths same time. tstad-up is the beginning of any of tbe subsequeut
duty cyclos to bdng one turtitre ffom idle stetus up to power production-

Air Quality Modeling Results

The maximum predicted ambient impacts of the various modeling procedures described above
are summarized in Table III for the averaging periods for which AAQS and PSD increments
have been set. Shown in Figure I me tle locations of the maximum modeled impacts.

AIso shown in Table III are the corresponding signifrcant ambient impact levels listsd in Section
233 of the District's NSR Rule. In accordance with Regulation 2-2-414 further analysis is
required only for the those pollutants for which the modeled impact is above the significant air

TABIJ 2
Averaging period emission rates used in modeling analysis (g/s)

Pollutant
Source

Max.
(l-hour)

Commis-
sioningl
(l-hour)

Start-up2
(1-hour)

Start-
up2

(8-hour)

Max.
(8-hour)

Max.
(24-

hour)

Max.
Annual
Average

NO,
Turbine/Duct Burner 1
Turbine/Duct Burner 2

Fire Pump
Each Cooling Tower

Cell (9 total)

2.O4
2.O4
0.36

48.36
2.04

t2.25
12.25

1.94
t.94

0.0021I

co
Turbine/Duct Bumer 1
Turbine/Duct Bumer 2

Fire Pump
Each Cooling Tower

Cell (9 total)

2.48
2.48
0.o27s

627.47
2.48

169.95
169.95

80.24
80.24

1.34
1.34

0.0034

PMro
Turbine/Duct Burner 1
Turbine/Duct Burner 2

Fire Pump
Each Cooling Tower

Cell (9 total))

7.734
1.134

0.000417
0.0396

t.07
1.O7

0.0000594
0.0387

is the original starbrp of a turbine aod only occuts during the initial opention of the equipment after
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quality if,pact level. Table III shows that the only impact requiring firther analysis is the l-hour
NO2 modeled impact.

The Disaict-operated Fremont-Chapel Way Monitoring Station, located 18.3 km southeast of the
proj€ct, was closen as representative of background NO2 conceatrations. Table V contains the
concentrations measured at the site for the past 5 years (1996 through 2000).

Background Air Quality kvels

Regulation 2-2-1ll entitled "Exemption, PSD Monitoring," exempts an applicanl from the
re{uirement of monitoring backgr6und 

'concentrations 
i;'the imbact arei- (section .414'3)

pr6,.ided the impacts from lhe profosed project are less tlan specif'red levels. Table lV lists the
applicable exeraption standard and the rnaximum impact from the proposed facillty. As shown,
the modeled NO2 impact is well below the preconstruction monitoring threshold.

TABLE 3
Maximum predicted ambient impacts of proposed project (pglm3)

lmaximums are in bold Epel

Pollutant Averagin

Tirne

Commissioning
Maximum

Irnpact
Start-up

Inversion
Break-up

Fumigation
Impact

Shoreline
Fumigation

Impact

ISCST3
Modeled
Impact

Significant
Air Quality

Impact
Level

Noz l-hour
annual

t19.2 9.5 62.4 226.8
0.14

t9
1 .0

CO l-hour
8-how

1977
348

| 069
178

6.5 36,5 134.7
5 .7

2000
500

PMro 24-hour
annual

2.9 3.2 2.94
0.15

5

I

PSD monitoring exemption level and maximum

NOz annual 14 0 .14
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Table VI below contains the comparison of the ambient standards with the proposed pmject
irnpacts added to the maximum background concentrations. The Califomia ambient NO2
shndard is not exceeded ftom the proposed project.

CLASS I PSD INCREMENT ANALYSN

EPA requires an increment analysis of any PSD source within 100 km ofa Class I area which
increases NOz or PMls concentrations by I prg/m3 or more (24-hour average) inside the Class I

area. Point Reyes National Seashore is lccated rougbly 62 km northwest ofthe project, and is
the only Class I area within 1O0 km of the facility. Shown in Table VII are the results from an
impact analysis using ISCST3. The table shows that the maximum 24-hour NOz and PM16
impacts within the Point Reyes National Seashore are well below the I pg/m3 significance level
(see Table VII)

TABLE 7
Clsss I 24-hour air quality impacts analysis^for the Point Reyes

National Seashore (uglm1

Pollutant ISCST3 Sipificance level Significant

Nor o.26 t .0 no

PMro o.21 1.0 no

VISIBILITY, SOILS AND VEGETATION IMPACT ANALYSIS

Visibility impacts were assessed using both EPA s VISCREEN visibility screening model and
the Calpuff model. Both analyses show that the proposed project will not c.ause any impairment
of visibility at Point Reyes National Seashore, the closest Class I area.

The project maximum one-hour average NO2, including backgroun4 is 370 pglmr. This
concentration is below the California one-hour average NO2 standard of 470 pg/m'. Crop

TABLE 6
California and national ambient air quality standard an{

ambient air qualitv level from the proposed proiect (pdd)

Pollutant Averaging
Time

Maximum
Background

Maxfnum Impact
from Proposed

Proiect

Maximum combined
impact plus maximum

backpround

California
Standard

National
Standard

Nor 1-hour 143 227 370 470

07/t0to7
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damage from No2 requires exposure to concentrations higher than 470 pg/m3 for periods longer

than one hour.

Maximum project NO2, CO, SO2 and PMro concentrations would be less tlan all of the
applicable national primary and secondary ambient air quality standards, which are designed to
pfotect the public welfare form any known m anticipat€d elfects, including plant damage.
Therefore, the facilityh impact on soils and vegetation would be insignifrcant.

CONCLUSIONS

The results of the air quality impact analysis indicate thar the ptoposed project world not
intsrfere with the attainment or maintenance of applicable pqQS for NOz, CO and PMro- Tlre
analysis was based on EPA approved models and celculation procedures and was perfcrmed in
accordance with Section 414 of the District's NSR Rule.
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Appendix F

BACT Cost-Effectiveness Data

Russell Gty Ei€rBy C€rler



€$JFJffi
Energy Corporal ion

Cost Analysis of NO, Control Alternatives for

Stationary Gas Turbines

contrrct No. DE-FC02-97CHIO877

U.S. D€P8rtm€trt of En€rgy
EnviroDmental Programs
Chicago Operations Office
9800 South Cass Avenue
Chicago, lL 60439

ONSITE SYCOM EnergY
Corporation
701 Palomar Airport Road.
Suite 200
Carlsbad, Cal ifomia 92009

October 15, 1999
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REVT5ED BEsr AvAttABt"E coNrRoL TECHNoLocY ANAtYsls

1998). This value is derived by a formula specified by CTDEP The Projects

maxitr1un,l emission rate will be 10 ppm, or 43 Perceni cf the allowable IvLA'SC

limii.

The use of an SCR for NO, conttol in cor$ination with an oxidation catalyst for
contol of CO may increa6e Particulate €missions in the form of atunoniur-
bi-su.Llates- Due to t!.e i$igniJicant amount ol sulfur in natural gas fuel this
impact will be extredrely sEtall. During oil-fired oPeration (the Project will be

li[tited to 720 hours per year of oil-fired oPe.ation) the estimated amourt of

ammonium bi-sulfate emjssions will increase Pafiiculate emilsions by
approximalely 50 pounds Pe! hour. This increase has oily a minol effect on the

rnaximum predicted air quality impacts ftom the Project, which ale well wlthin

I$fionrl Amblent AiJ Quality Stand.rds.

An envilof,.mental benefit of SCR, when combined with a CO Oxidation Catab6i
(Section 1.3), is a decrease ii emissions of VOCs Although the Project is r',ot
required to include VOCs in the PSD review as discussed in Section 1 1, the use
of an SCR and CO Oxidation Catal'vst will ensure that VOC emissio.'s are
minimal. The rcduction in VOC emGsions from SC&€O Oxidation Catalvsi rs
compalaDle io rrurr I'o

ENTRCYANALYSTS

Use of SCR for NO. conkol ha5 an enelgy penalty due to the eneB'y requijed to
force comblstion gases throuBh the ScR reactor. There are cther energy
require$enE associated with cheqdcal kansport and oPeraiiiln of equiPment,
purnps and motoF bul these arc ielativelv small. OPeration of the SCR for the
Towantic Proie.t is estimated to reduce electrical outPut by 1-46 lvff or
11J10 tv{wh o{ elecfiicit-v per yearr. Not ordy is the eleckical outPut reduced bui
the tuel use is increased by'135,800 MCF of tas pe! )'ear

1.2-4.1.3 EcoNoMrcANAr)5r5

Gble 3 presenb the capital and annlralized cost for lhe SCR (ontrol oPtion
downstream of a DLN combustor. The cos6 are itemized to include capital cosl
of equipment and operation cosb lor personnel, maiht€nance, rePlacedent Parts
(primari.ly catabst), enelgy penalties and amjnonia. All cosb arc for two CE
Frame 7FA gas tutbine units, each including one FIRSC, which includes the SCR
unit.

I Based on annualcapacity Fdctor of 90%.

l*!1$vr4s6r?ot&:4rid!._pd*0.1corbidd 1.3tu R. W- Beck
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IowANTrc ENTRGY PRolEcr

issues, Poses a seio\rs concem as to whether the Proiect coulC secure fhal

consfJction aPPro!ai lrom the Council

tu with the SC&CO Oxidahon Catalyst, SCONO,fr wij.l reduce VOC emissiors

along wrth \O. and Co. The PloJed i5 not reqr.ured to include VOCs Ln the 9SD

Evi;. as dEcussed in S€ction I L however. SCONO,tu does have the added

benefit of decreasint VOC emissior,s The reduction in VOC emissions from

SCONOIV is comparable to $at from SCR/CO Oxidation Catal)ts1-

1.2.4.2 .2 ENERCY ANAtYsrs

Use ot SCONO,N fcr NO, conkol has an energy., Pe.,alqv due ic the enetgy

required to force combusdon gases tfucugh the SCONO,N reactor (Pretsure

drop). Prcssure drcp through rhe SCONO,$ urL. ls es tifiated at 5-ai inches by

the ;anulacturet Tiis is compared to apProximately 3 5 mches of pressure drop

for a combined ScR and CO catalFl iistalled il't a I{RSC. The Pressure droP of

5-25 inches reduces the total Plant outFut bv aPPtoximately 219 lvflv or

17266lvMh per year Not only ls the electrical ouiPut redu.ed but the fuel use

is increased by 219200 MCF of gai Per year

Production of the steam used in the regeneiation Process siso unPoses a Penalty
in th;t the sleam is not available |o generare eleclicit! Baseci on the

trlanufacturer's estimate of low-Pressure steanl requirements of 15.000 Pcunds
per how at 600oF and 20 psi& the steam turbine caPabilty oi lhe Project lvi.Il be

reduced by approximately ?-5 lvftv or 19,710 N{^/h per year.

The ad<iitional energy requiFmenb of the SCONO,ft system [rclative to other

NO, conEol technolog"-/) means that the incremelLat amounl of energy wiu nci
be supplied by the P-oiec! lo meer enet8y needs in lhe se:vice are3. Otiler

povrer plznls wili make-up the diJturence (aPProxi$ateL:- 4 2 tvflV) anC thit wiLl

resu.ll in a proFortional indease in air Potlution edissions. These orher power
plants may ed t at levels equal to or Ereater thafl the Ploject.

A5 with any mechanical system, thele are ener6y requtemenb .ssociated with

the operation of equipment PumPs and motors but fhese are relaiively sdau
Finally. dre SCONO] system consumes 200 pounds pet how of natrrral gas

tobl for tegenemtion of the cahlvst plus leakage. This resu.l6 in an annual
natural tas consumption of41,800 MCE

1.2.4,2.3 EcoNoMrcANArYsrS

Table 4 presents the capital and annualj-zed cost for the SCONIO,R conholoPfion
dohnsiream ol a DIN coobustor. The costs are itemized to include caPital co6t
of equipment and oF€ration.osts for PeEonnel, maintenance, rePlaaement Parts
(pnmaily catalyst) and energy costs. These cosE are based on geneftl
inlormatian provideC duritrg a meelint with rePresentatives from ABB
Enl,irorun€n|al- ABB Envtonnental was not able to Prcvid€ a sPesific cost quote
for a SCONOjV syst€m for a CE 7FA combEtion turbine with a HRSC. The
projected capital costs are based on a SCONO,ft slFtem desiBned for an
ABB CT'24 unit adj'rsted for the CE 7FA. The SCONOII system ako reduces

1l:1151102.0069 !_i!co\{{G.{iry.vt*l)ql3041a.!Badft ,&IX}

1 l
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARD
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTON DC

ln the matter of
Russell Gity Energy Center AppealNo.03-01

DECLARATION OF ROB SIMPSON

I Rob Simpson do hereby declare as follows:

I reside in the city of Hayward where I am raising 3 children, 2 that I sired
and 1 who was adopted in Africa as a baby. I serve on the Hayward Area
Planning Association. I serve on the City of Hayward's Clean and Green Task
Force. I have given nearly 30,000 trees away to the community largely to
fight Global Warming. I held my mother as she died from cancer and my
father as he died from respiratory failure. I have respiratory difficulty I have
seen a map of Co impact from the Air District that marks the vicinity of my
home being the maximum impact. I have tried to get information from the
Air District and they have not been forthcoming with regards to Dates and
permitting actions. I have a recording from the Attorney for the district on
my voicemail Dated November 29,2007 that states the following.

"uh Hi Rob Sandy Crocket at the Bay Area Air Quality Management District'
Um Brian Bunger said he got a message from you ah He forwarded it to me,
and asked me to get back to you since I'm the ah person handling it here,
Um and on the issue of ah the time that you have to fi le an appeal to the
Authority to construct. Um you know I'm not really in a good position to give
you legal advice on what your rights are ah to appeal and when you need
to do things by. Um I think that if you want a definitive answer on you
know what your legal requirements are for fi l ing an appeal here ah I think
you need to get your own legal counsel uh I can tell you, you the the ah
statutory reference some of them that apply here you could probably look it
up for yourself and uh I think you want to be looking in Health and safety
code section uh 42302.1 uh and around there you can find some legal
authorities uh that may help you out. But as far as giving you definitive legal
advice um I just can't do that um in the position that I am in. uh so I hope
this clears things up some. I understand that it's not a definitive answer but

22
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you have to understand that I am just not in a position to give you one uh if
you have any questions give me a call back at 415-749-4732

I have attached a Community Greenhouse Gas Emissions in 2005 summary
report with handwritten notes demonstrating Calpine's plan can emit over 2
times the cities greenhouse gas emissions.

I have spent close to 400 hours involved with these power plant plans.

I apologize to the EAB if my attached "OPPOSITION TO REQUEST FOR
SUMMARY DISMISSAL" does not demonstrate the caliber of presentation that it is
accustomed to but I believe that the points are clear.

I Hereby declare under the penalty of perjury under the laws of California that the
forgoing is true and conect, and that this declaralion was executed on February 9, 2008

23
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Hayward
Community Greenhouse Gas Emissions in 2005

Page 1

Summary
Equiv CO,

(tons)

Report

€quiv COz

l%l
Energy
(MBtu)

Rssidanti.l

Cornmcrcial

Tran!portation

Wasto

r 8.t, 1 5E

278,079

342,591

-40,288

3 6 4

4 J B

- 4  ?
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3,993,250,9i9

To(il 764,529 ' r00.0 r  0,  i04.612,195

B"'*liC,S IbBlf?Dlun@. .2.t1 xH. ttt ern,natr\e

23O@tdgear , 30% oFH.loU[ ernebnng

' .!l"tBDt <pafq4
6 @ lba ot nlsoroJ,ru
pe,'.|-lgfiVAtt

^\m 
hwn/qeac

@l@ lbsderrrrronu
1:etng:,\,atf

l,;":.,# H 
*^ tenr/ared ror H.r*-a.d CA rJ5,o9 S TAFpr./al_ApC: ind rCt€f 5 atei^ A,r ,nd atrnir. Ffotecrdn S,rf*ar. ,J.,.rDc€d by r!vn! Sln.th



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

G.al SrEErp
SUFERVISoR, SECOND DISTRICI

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARD
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTON. D.C.

In the matter of
Russell City Energy Center

)
) Appeal No. 08-01
)
)

DECLARATION OF GAIL STEELE

I, Gail Steele, hereby declare as follows:

I serwe on the Alameda County Board of Supervisors, District 2. My jurisdiction

includes the City of Hayward.

If I had received notice of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's process,

with regard to the Russell City Energy Center and the Eastshore Energy Center, I

wouid have participated in the actions.

I would like pr:oceedings to be reopened to provide required notice to the public and

affected agencies, consider comments and conduct a public hearing.

I declare, under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that

the foregoing is true and correct, and this declaration was executed on February 6,

2008.

A*^t etr-t_4
Gail Steeie

1221 OAK STFTEET - SUTTE 536 - OAKLAND, CALIFORNTA 94612 - (510) 272,6692 - FAX {510) 271-5115
HAYWARD DISTRICT OFFICE - (510) 670.6277

www.acoov.org gail.steele@acgov.org
PRINTED BY UNION LABOB.LOCAL342. AFL-CIO"LOCAL 616, SEIU
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARD

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTON DC

ln the matter of
Russell CitY EnergY Center Appeal No. 08-01

)
)
)
)

Declmation of Sherman Lewis

I Sherman Lewis do hereby declare as follows'

I reside in the City of Hayrvard. I am the President of the Halward Area Planning Association

(HAPA). HAPA has been 
" 

;i;;;;;;ovea ll"nuito-"toental' land use' and transportation

planning serving the Hayward area Ji,t"" tSZS' Rob Simpson sewes on the HAPA Board of

Directors. He has been assiped the responsiblity of representing HAPA in power plantlicensing

processes in the are4 l^.o o" pofi"V aiscussed and approved by the HAPA Board' He has

participated in that capaclty;;;;Fet;;;;"" of Hai'i in the Russell citv Energv center And

the Eastshore Energy Center. We have been represented by Jewell Hargleroad' our attomey' I

also offered testimony on Russell City una t"stin"d on January 14' 2008' to the Califomia Energy

Commission on the Eastshore project' Attached is a true and correct copy of the letter dated

S"pt"roU". ZS, 2007 that I .,rtirittJ to ttt* CEC objecting to the ptoposed decision on the

Russell project.

We were not provided notice about the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's permitting

action.IfwehadUeengiu"n.toti""wewouldhavecertainlyparticipate$-lntheputf]ccltmment
p"ioO. edf*" to p.orrid" ooti"e has violated our right to participate' We-ask that.the fyblic
conment period be re-opened with legal notice and that public hearing(s) be completed in this

matter.

I hereby declare under the penalty of perjury under theiaws of califomia that the forgoing is true

and correct, and that this deciu"uiio" it* 
""""*"d 

on February 8, 200S in Hayward' Califomia'

5i-'*.* L"tt '  Y, L"t$

Sherman Lewis

./...nno

Date



H A Y W A R D P L A N N I N G A S S O C I A T I O N

September 25, 2007

California Energy Commission
Ms. Jackalyne Pfannestie[ Chair
by fax to Executive Office at 916-654-4420 and Paul Kramer, Hearing Ofrce, 916'654-3897
by email pdfattachment to Jackalyne Pfannestiel <cgraber @ energy.state.ca.us>

Subject: Russell City Energy, Docket 0I-AFC-7C for Sept. 26, 2007

Dear Energy Commission:

The Hayward Area Planning Association has serious concems about the Russell City (Calpine)
and East Shore (Tierra) power plants proposed for the Hayward shorelands. These are huge
plants in their size and electrical capacity.

While natural gas peaker plants like East Shore are preftrable to oil, coal, or new hydro, we
believe there are altematives preferable to natural gas and the severe peaking ofelectrical
demand on hot surnner aftemoons and on cold winter evenings.

We support not building these two plants. We support, at a minimun! delaying action until
substantive and procedural problems are adequately considered by the public, environmental
groups, the City of Hayward, Alameda County, the California Energy Commissioq and the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District. There haq not yet been a chance for public consideration
ofthe details ofthese plants as cuffently proposed.

The problems are air pollutioq misplaced mitigation" hazards to aviation, visual blight, urban
heat island effects, use offossil fuels, and the exclusion of Alameda County from the planning
process.

. These plants will cause severe inoeases in air pollution-particulates, NO4 CO, ROG, SOx,
arnnonia, other toxic air contaminants. Hayward has no air quality monitodng stations. The
Bay trail and the recently purchased salt ponds are nearby. Air pollution will affect
recreational users and the Clapper Rail Snowy Plovet Saft Marsh Harvest Mouse, Least
Tern" and other wildlife found within a few miles ofthe power plants. If the pollution exists,
the impacts exist, and should not be superficially dismissed as insignificant by people who
don't care about air quality.

. Mitigation measures are inadequate and misplaced, allowing air in and around Hayward to be
degraded while pollution credits are used to benefit other areas.
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A plume of hot gases and exhaust rising up to 1,000 feet from proposed exhaust smokestacks
70 feet (Tiena) to 145 feet @ussell) high will pose a hazard to aviation using the Halvard
Municipal Airport and, thus, to the public below.

These proposed exhaust smokestacks, large industrial buildings with cooling towers, and new
transmission towers and lines will cause visual blight close to a natwal area.

These plants are not out in some rural area; they are part ofthe densely populated East Bay
plain. Burning natural gas increases local area heat from generating the power and tlren using
it for air conditioning, both of which increase urban heat island tenperatures and lead to
demand for even more air conditioning-by those who can affcrd it.

Buming natural gas produces more greenhouse gases. California and the nation need to
decrease use of all fossil fuels and increase tle use of altematives rpre consistent with
sustainability. Air circulation may sometimes reduce the local heat island effect, but the
impact on global warming rernins the sare.

So far tlere has been no application to Alameda County for a plant to be built in part in the
county.

These plants, ifneeded at all, should be buift where power demand is increasing tle most, in
Sarta Clara and San Mateo counties. They should not be built in places with less increase in
dernand. Let those most in need bear the external costs. In fact, iftle extemal costs were
intemalized these plants would not be proposed in the first place.

There is, however, a better altemative. Electrical needs can be better met with time-of-day
pricing, insulation ofbuildings, fluorescent light bulbs, solar thermal, solar photovoltaic panels,
wind energy, energy-efficient industrial moton and household appliances, transit-oriented
development, waste cooking oil and a multitude ofadditional cost-efective energy conservation
strategies. These aftematives reduce fossil fuel use, peak demand, and the need fot electricity in
general.

Circumstances have changed substantially since these plants were proposed in the midst ofan
artificial energy crisis. AB 32 is now law. Also, on October 21,2006, the Govemor signed a bill
fot "a million solar roofs," increasing the effectiveness ofPUC policies already in place. Solar
toofs alone can supply 3,000 rnegawatts in Californi4 far more than the 600 megawatts from the
Russell City Plant. The Bay Area will get a substantial part ofthe 3,000 megawatts, and,
combined with pricing incentives, sustainable souces, and corservatioq alternatives can meet
the need for electricity.

The problem is timing. The energy is not really needed now or we would be having
brownouts, In the long run altematives will work. So the problem is how soon the altematives
can be effective relative to the power plants. We know the power plants can be built in a
predictable time frarre, while opinions vary about ahernatives. We believe that stopping the
power plants is essential to develop the political will and prices needed to develop the altemative'





We believe thete arc no technological problems whatsoever with making the altematives work.
There is, similarly, no excuse for building coal or diesel plants.

The shorelands need more protection, not more development. We support conservation,
reclamation and preservation ofthe shorelands in a natural state for habitat, wildlife diversity,
and recreational use. HASPA should be strengthened to do itsjob. Land use designations and
zoning should prohibit destructive uses like these power plants.

We need to get of the fossil energy path; we need to get on a sustainable alergy path.

Sincerely

Sherrnan Lewis. President
HAPA
2787 Hillcrest Ave.
Hayward CA 94542
510-538-3692
sherman@csuhayward.us
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARI)

T'NITED STATES ENYIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTONDC

In the matter of
Russell City Energy Center Appeal No. 08-01

DECLARATION OF MICIIAEL TOTH

I HEREBY DECLARE AS FOLLOWS:

I reside in the City ofHayward with my wife and infant child. I have been an active participant in the Eastshore

Energy Center proceedings since March 2007 and in the Russell City Energy Center proceedings since November

2007. I maintain a web site which initially covered the Eastshore Energy Center but began to cover the Russell City

Energy Center as I became aware of the RCEC proceedings. I have attended meetings and hearings regarding the

plants. I have submitted public com:nents to the CEC. I have contacied the Bay Area Air Quality management staff

and submitted public comments to BAAQMD multiple times by e-mail during the Eastshore Energy Center PDOC

public comment period, and submitted a formal public comment on June 1, 2007. I have received informal replies via

e-mail from Brian Lusher ofthe BAAQMD during this period, though I only received a response to my formal public

comments approxfunately 4 months after my comments, alated October 24,2O07 ftomBrian Baternan. Atno time was

I invited to be on a mailing list or notified ofpermit actions regarding the Russell City Energy Center. If I had been

informed about the Russell City permit action and other activities I certainly would have exercised my rights. By

withholding notice ofthis action fiom me, my rights have been violated. I would like the public comment period to be

reopened and legally noticed to the public and our affected govemmental agencies. I would also like a Public Hearing

regarding both Calpine's Plan and the Eastshore plan.

Had I been informed of the November I , 2007 permit action and thus given the oppofinity to provide public

comment, I would have alerted the responsible agencies to apparent deficisncies in their analysis ofthe risk to the

public health of Toxic Air Contaminants, otherwise known as Hazardous Air Pollutants, which are regulated by both

)
)
)
)

o



the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and CARB (Califomia Air Resources Board).

As the RCEC is intended to be run in a "load following" profile, which represents a significant change from the

'baseload" profile originally permitted in 2001, it is permitted to start Nnd stop twice per day, with I warm start

durstion of3 hours and a cold start duration of6 hours.

The Toxic Air Contaminant emicsions during th€se starts snd stops w€re not factored into the public health

risk analycis. Instead, this analysis used emission factors associated with normal "baseload" operation when the plant

is running at peak efficiency. However, as a "load following" plant, the RCEC may spend a significant number of its

daily operating hours either starting up or shutting down. In these ineffrcient states, where conditions are not optimal

for emission controls to frnction efficiently, the RCEC will pot€ntially emlt Toxic Air Contaminants (Hazardous

Air Pollutants) at a rate orders of msgnitude higher than under a "normal" operating scenario.

By omitting the frequent startup and shutdown periods from the public health risk analysis, the BAAQMD failed to

estimate the plNntrs maximum potential to emit, and have thus failed to conduct an adequate analysis of the risk to

public health of this plant as required by the applicable regulations. Furthermore, by the BAAQMD's own adrnission

during the RCEC evidentiary hearing, the BAAQMD does not source test for toxic air contaminant emissions

during startup and shutdown, leaving potential health hazards both unpredicted, unmonitored, and thus

insuf fi ciently regulated.

I hereby certifu under the penalty of perjury under the Laws of Califomia that the forgoing is true and correct, and that

this Declaration was executed on Februarv 8" 2008

Michael Toth



BEFORE TFM E}ryIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARD

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTON, D.C.

In the matter of
Russell City Energy Center Appeal No. 08-01

DECLARATION OF SHANA LAZEROW

I, SI{ANA LAZEROI hereby declare:

'1. 
I am an attomey admitted to practice before the courts of the State of

California. I am a staff attomey for, serve as counsel for Petitioner Communities for a

Better Environment ('CBE ). I have been a CBE sta{T attomey since November 2005. I

am a member of tle bat ofthe State of Califomia, admitted to practico in the Federal

Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuil and the United Stat€s District Court for the

Northem, Eastem and Central Districts of Califomia. I have personal knowledge of the

matters hereinafter s€t fortlr and if called as a witness would be competent to testiry

tlereto.

2. CBE works in low income communities of color to help those

communities self-empower by addressing environmental injustice. Environmental

i4lustice includes the siting ofnew sources ofpollution in already-impacted communities.

It often oomes about as a result of adminishative decisions that are made without

adequate notice to the affected community, or without opportunities for the affected

community to give testimony concerns the new source's impacts.

3. CBE has auempted to follow the Bay Area Air Quality Management

District ( tsAAQMD') approval process for the Russell City Energy Project in Hayward

("Projecf'). In September 2001, the Senior Attorney Anne Simon rcquested notification



ofthe Preliminary Delermination of Complianoe for the Projec! which ale(ed

BAAQMD that CBE was interested in the Project. A true and correot copy of the e-mail

from Anne Simon to BAAQMD staff is attached hereto.

4. It is my understanding that BAAQMD recently issued draft and final

Approvals to Construct for the Project. To the best ofmy knowledgg CBE never

received notification of the draff or final approval.

5. IIad CBE received such notification I believe that CBE would have

participated in the administrative process. Since we were not notified the proc€ss was

occurring, CBE did not participate.

6. CBE supports the reopening of the BAAQMD proceedings so that the

public has an opportunity to participate.

I declare under penalty ofperjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed at Oakland Califomiq on February 7, 20O8.

Shana Lazerow



Author :  <as imonecbecaf .  o rg> . . i  INTERNET
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Pr io r i t y :  Normal
TO: Welman Lee at cc_fs3

l lb jec t :  Russef l  C i ty  Energy  Center  PDOC

--L-to,
I  am hop ing  tha t  I  w i l l  be  ab fe  to  ob ta in  a  copy  o f  the

Pre l im inary  DeLern inaL ion  Of  Compl iance fo r  the  Russe l f  C i ty  Energy  Pro jec t
in  Hayward  as  soon as  i t  i s  re . leased.  P lease le t  me know i , rhe ther  I  need to
make a  more  fo rmal  reques t .  and to  whom i t  shou. Id  be  d i rec ted .

Thank you.
Anne Simon

Anne E. Simon
q a h  i  ^ r  A 1 -  1 _ ^ r n o 1 ,

Cornmunities for a Bette.r Envlronment
1611 Te legraph Ave.  Su i te  450
Oak land,  CA 94 618
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In the matter of
Russell City Energy Center

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARD
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTONDC

)

) Appeal No. 09-01
)

)

Declaration .r JUrygs Fnrsfilt
I

I hereby declare as follows:

I did not receive notice of the Bay Area Air Quality Management Districts
permitting action In regard to Russell City Energy Center AKA Calpine

If I had received notice I would have participated in in the public comment
action pursuant to my rights within 40cfr124.10 et al.

I would like the proceedings to be reopened to provide required notice to
the public and aflected agencies, consider cornments and conduct a public
Hearing.

I declare, under the penalty of perjury, under the laws of the state of
Califomia, that the forgoing is true and correct, and this declaration was
executed on

o^t"--&!!ugt



BEFORE THE ENWRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARI)
T]NITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTONDC

In the matter of
Russell City Energy Center Appeal No. 09-01

Declaration of

I hereby declare as follows:

I did not receive notice of the Bay Area Air Quality Management Districts
permitting action In regard to Russell City Energy CenterAKA Calpine

If I had received notice I would have participated in in the public comment
action pursuant to my rights within 40cfr124.10 et al.

I would like the proceedings to be reopened to provide required notice to
ttre public and affected agencies, consider comments and conduct a public
Hearing.

I declare, underthe penalty ofperjury underthe laws ofthe state of
Califomia, that the forgoing is true and correct, and this declaration was
executed on

)

)

)

)



BEFORE THE EF{VIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARI)
UNITED STATES ENVIROF{MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTONDC

In the matter of
Russell City Energy Center Appeal No. 09-01

)

)

)

)

Declarationrf Ar,a""y A t"Al

I hereby declare as follows:

I did not receive notice of the Bay Area Air Quality Management Districts
permitting action In regard to Russell City Energy Center AKA Calpine

If I had received notice I would have participated in in the public comment
action pursuant to my rights within 40cfr124.10 et al.

I would like the proceedings to be reopened to provide required notice to
the public and affected agencies, consider comments and conduct a public
Hearing.

I declare, under the penalty of perjury, under the laws of the state of
Califomia, that the forgoing is true and correct, and this declaration was
executed on



BEFORE TIIE ETWIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARI)
I]NITED STATES ENVIROI{MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTONDC

In the matter of
Russell City Energy Center Appeal No. 09-01

Declaration of

I hereby declare as follows:

I did not receive notice of the Bay Area Air Quality Management Districts
permitting action In regard to Russell City Energy Center AKA Calpine

If I had received notice I would have participated in in the public comment
action pursuant to my rights within 40cfr124.10 et al.

I would like the proceedings to be reopened to provide required notice to
the public and affected agencies, consider comments and conduct a public
Hearing.

I declare, under the penalty of perjury, under the laws of the state of
Califomia, that the forgoing is true and correct, and this declaration was
executed on

Da* 7 FEfrRilARV JooF

)

)

)
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMEIYTAL APPEALS BOARI)
UNITED STATES EI\MIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTONDC

In the matter of
Russell City Energy Center Appeal No. 09-01

Declaration of

I hereby declare as follows:

I did not receive notice of the Bay Area Air Quality Management Districts
permitting action In regard to Russell City Energy CenterAKA Calpine

If I had received notice I would have participated in in the public comment
action pursuant to my rights within 40cfr124.10 et al.

I would like the proceedings to be reopened to provide required notice to
the public and affected agencies, consider comments and conduct a public
Hearing.

I declare, under the penalty of perjury, under the laws of the state of
Califomia, that the forgoing is true and correct, and this declaration was
executed on

out.----J:-ZJR

)

)

)

)



BEFORE TIIE ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARI)

I]NITED STATES EI{VIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON DC

In the matter of
Russell City Energy Center Appeal No. 09-01

Declaration"@

I hereby declare as follows:

I provided public comments to the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District BAAQMD regarding Russell City Energy Center and Eastshore
Energy Center. I received a response from BAAQMD months later dated

October 24, 2007 inthe form of a letter from Brian Bateman Director of

Engineering.

I did not receive notice of the Bay AreaAir Quality Management Districts
permitting action Dated November 1,2007 In regard to Russell City Energy

Center AKA Calpine despite my above participation in both proceedings'

IfI had received notice I would have participated in in the appeal action
pursuant to my rights.

I would like the proceedings to be reopened to provide required notice to
the public and affected agencies, consider comments and conduct a public

Hearing.

I declare, under the penalty of perjury under ttre laws of the state of
California, that the forgoing is true and correct, and this declaration was
executed on

Date 2-e.7boB

)

)

)

)



In the matter of
Russell City Energy Center

BEFORE TIIE ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARI)
UNITED STATES ENVIROF{MENTAL PROTECTION AGONCY

WASHINGTONDC

)

) Appeal No. 09-01
)

)

r /  ,  I  I  / \
Declarat ion of  F,V 0e!  tU | ' t t {N

I

I hereby declare as follows:

I provided public comments to the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District BAAQMD regarding Russell City Energy Center and Eastshore
Energy Center. I received a response from BAAQMD months later dated
October 24,2007 in the form of a letter from Brian Bateman Director of
Engineering.

I did not receive notice of the Bay Area Air Quality Management Districts
permitting action Dated November 1,2007 In regard to Russell City Energy
Center AKA Calpine despite my above participation in both proceedings.

If I had received notice I would have participated in in the appeal action
pursuant to my rights.

I would like the proceedings to be reopened to provide required notice to
the public and affected agencies, consider comments and conduct a public
Hearing.

I declare, under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of
Califomia, that the forgoing is true and correct, and this declaration was
executed on

Date--&J3J-efr-



BEFORE TIIE EFIVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARI)
IJNITED STATES ENVIROFIMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTONDC

In the matter of
Russell City Energy Center Appeal No. 09-01

)

)

)

)

Declaration * /""^ Lf"^r-f , Ae/{ f|"f'fu,-------"----' 
/l"y*"C, cn ft'dq'r

I hereby declare as follows:

I did not receive notice of the Bay Area Air Quality Management Districts
permitting action In regard to Russell City Energy CenterAKA Calpine

If I had received notice I would have participated in in the public comment
action pursuant to my rights within 40cfr124.10 et al.

I would like the proceedings to be reopened to provide required notice to
the public and affected agencies, consider comments and conduct a public
Hearing.

I declare, under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the state of
Califomia, that the forgoing is true and correct, and this declaration was
executed on

., /- / ^ r:
Date 4/ 1/ O D

,/
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